We provide complementary figures to the main text.
Comparison of the fits of the three models (PL, Tap, TrG), using the complementary cumulative distribution function (upper curves, right axis) and the probability density function of the seismic moment (pdf, lower curves, left axis). m in the x−axis is the moment magnitude corresponding to seismic moment M. The empirical data correspond to earthquakes in the CMT catalog, as explained in the main text; the parameters of the fits are those in Table 1 . Units of the pdf are N −1 ·m −1 . The empirical density is estimated using the method of Ref.
[8] (with the error bars arising from one standard deviation in the number of counts). 
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2 ( l_Tap − l_PL )Table 1 and temporal reshuffling. m and m label the models whose log-likelihood l is computed, and the null hypothesis corresponds to PL (1st horizontal column, boxplots in orange), Tap (2nd column, in blue), and TrG (3rd column, in green). The critical region with 95 % confidence level of the boxplots is also shown, in continuous red. The red dashed line is as in Fig. 1 of the main text. Notice that Figs. 2 and 4 there are included in the central vertical file of the present figure (last and first, respectively). The equivalent of Fig. 2 for the Tap distribution would be the one in the middle of the left vertical file (l tap − l pl with simulated Tap events, in blue). The conclusion is that the TrG gamma distribution outperforms the other two, in the sense that it cannot be rejected in any case.
